Abstract: This study is a philosophically sociological and pedagogical reflection on the current status of universities as institutions and the profile of university education. It draws attention to the original characteristics that made up the idea and essence of university, which should not be forgotten at a time when higher education institutions are being diversified. It analyzes the development of higher education in terms of its functions and value in the context of societal change in the era of industrialization and globalization. It contemplates the university's loss of identity at a time when financial capital prevails over science and technology, and educational preferences favor the market and practice. It considers paradigmatic change in university education as well as the future role of universities. The paper reflects on global trends through the eye of transforming countries, although it does not directly cover these countries directly.
Since the second half of the 20th century there has been worldwide expansion of higher education. Once consequence of the democratizing processes and endeavors to provide fair access to higher education has been large numbers of students of very different levels entering education. This has caused serious problems conceptually for universities, because the concept of scientifically demanding education for elite students does not fit the purposes of mass education. The dilemma-mass or elite, quality or quantity-was resolved through the diversification of higher education institutions in the 1960s and 1970s. Apart from academically-oriented programs representing science and scholarship offered by universities, higher education institutions of non-university types emerged offering shorter, more practiceoriented programs that better suit the economic requirements of flexibility and accountability. Higher education systems in various countries started to differentiate according to how they integrated these institutions into their structures: from solely two-lane systems, strictly separating university and non-university higher education institutions (United Kingdom, Federal Republic of Germany), through double two-lane systems depending on the length and orientation of programs where long academic programs are provided by elite, or research universities, but also open access universities, and where practice-oriented programs are HUMAN AFFAIRS 24, 68-77, 2014 DOI: 10.2478 provided by university technology institutions and specialized higher education schools (France); and then there are completely diversified systems with a variety of higher education institutions (USA) up to integrated systems where one type of higher education school, i.e. university, provides various types of academic, but also practice-oriented short and long programs (Sweden). Of course, this raises the question of what the future holds for classic universities and university-style education. Apart from this, there are processes inside universities which blur the difference between non-university and university education. On one hand, certain fields are becoming university fields, e.g. teacher education, which in many countries was originally provided by non-university institutions or post-secondary education schools. On the other hand, under economic pressure and the influence of the Bologna Process, universities are creating work facilities focusing on shorter and more specialized practice-oriented training. There is therefore both an increase and decrease in the operational quality of non-university or specialized higher education institutions. As Liessmann points out, university education is being degraded and the very idea of university as a place of free thinking is in decline. This is occurring under the pretense of economization and performance and due to quick education for the labor market coupled with the minimizing of costs. In addition education is perceived as a commodity, the value of scientific ideas is measured in terms of money and time expended, and the practical aspect is seen as the main efficiency criterion of research and education. This transforms universities into higher education institutions which mediate knowledge, but do not sufficiently create it anymore -where they do, they do so in research separated from the actual teaching (Liessmann, 2006) . In the process of bringing universities and non-university higher education institutions closer together, universities are losing something that is a crucial constitutive foundation for the humanities and social sciencesthe way universities deal with education. As Jaspers said, university depends on the spirit of all its members, professors and students alike (Jaspers, 1993, p. 44) .
University and its inherent principles
In Plato's, Humboldt's or Jaspers' philosophy the substance of university is perceived according to the nature of thinking it nurtures and it is therefore not meant for everybody. The university embodies a place where science, perceived in its infinity, is cultivated in a variety of ways, and where truth is sought, understood in its unattainability as a mere temporary fraction of the universe. It is a place where the journey is more important than the destination, because what is more important is the development of free and autonomous thinking, the growth of the human spirit, the openness towards the world and everything new, the continual going above and beyond oneself, overcoming the old and doubting the a priori given assumptions. Historically this was the basic idea behind linking science and university teaching, which makes university different from the other types of schools, and consequently those who teach at universities should see science as their true vocation. Through their own research they teach scientific thinking to others. They teach not only how new knowledge should be produced, but also how the connections within it should be reflected upon. They teach students how to question their own actions and thinking. The goal is to understand the world, but also oneself and the meaning of life within the world.
At a time when economization is affecting education, it is necessary to recall that universitas (from Latin unum one, vertere to turn) refers to a whole comprised of parts, a principle of the total (Durozoi & Roussel, 1990; Palouš, 2004) . Defenders of the idea of the university in times of crises, such as Humboldt, Fichte, Jaspers, Lobkowitz or Palouš emphasized that the vitality of science lies in its relation to the whole, and each particular science cannot blossom unless it is through reflection and surpassing itself from another perspective or from the perspective of the whole of scientific knowledge (in Dubský, 1993, p. 77) . The restoration of the university has therefore always lain in the defense of the whole, not in favoring individual types of science. Overrating purely descriptive skills merely produces a one-sided understanding of reality. Even those working in the exact natural or technical sciences and striving for a definite, objective, precisely controlled truth (which is empirical, therefore always only partial) have to admit, as Prigogine put it, that we only have access to nature and technology through a definite window in our subjective knowledge and its subjective construction-we have to consider that we ourselves form part of what we are actually scientifically describing (Prigogine, 1993, p. 175) . The state of the human spirit (a traditional subject of interest in the social sciences and humanities) thus predetermines the level of empirical research and its results (the only reality that is recognized by the natural and technical sciences). From this perspective, there is no foundation-particularly within a university-for the underrating of the social sciences and humanities which we are witness to nowadays, and which has also found its way into the modern technocratic criteria for recognizing university status. According to the 1993 appeal by professors from Charles University in Prague we are experiencing a crisis of legitimacy of science because "sciences which renounce the universal aspect, which blindly specialize and bet on their own application, fail to meet their most intrinsic goal and they are losing their bearings in the world of human life. Instead of helping people and making the world a better place they are starting to enslave and endanger it" (Gaudeamus, 1993, p. 92) .
Today, when the label "university" is applied to any higher education institution and university education is narrowly understood to mean the study of scientific content or part of it thereof for the purposes of practice, it would be beneficial to remember the four principles behind the concept of "universitas" discussed above: 1. "Universitas scientiarum" represents the entirety of science itself, it brings different disciplines together under the same roof different disciplines, which impregnate and control each other (Lobkowitz, 1993, p. 58) . Every scholar and scientist, with the support and supervision of their colleagues, is required to continually go above and beyond the limits of their discipline and thus their original competence. They cannot simply be specialists in their field without knowing that there are wider contexts. They must not scorn other fields of knowledge or paradigmatic opinion, showing that they do not understand their place in the reconstruction of their own theories. 2. "Universitas universum" represents heed for the entirety of the reality, for the entirety of human being, openness for the entirety (Durozoi & Roussel, 1990) . A community of those seeking cognizable truth in the broadest sense, a university must be a junction where all roads to the truth come together, without favoring one or hindering another (Jaspers, 1993, p. 45) . It requires that the university scholar put every newfound piece of knowledge into the context of the whole, that they continually reflect on their methodology, review their conclusions and not claim that their truth is the only one that is right and exclusive. 3. "Universitas scholarum et doctorum" is a group of students and teachers in dialog (Gáliková-Tolnaiová, 2007, p. 212 ) who doubt dogmas together and who, open to the truth, seek their own attitudes towards existence as a whole on their journey to surpassing themselves and towards responsibility. University is not a means of delivering a definite, closed cognizance. It should not provide pragmatic instruction, nor should it educate qualified, but value-neutral specialists-that is the task of a practice-oriented higher education system. A university is a university because it offers the possibility to ask problematic questions, to acquire a dynamic scientific spirit, to think actively and responsibly, to educate intellectuals capable of prioritizing certain type of values. A university teacher should not only disseminate the teaching material in course books, but also methods of scientific research and thinking about the world, and challenges to change a world that people still find worthy of living in. 4. And finally, "universitas litterarum" represents the totality of scientific and moral education and personal integrity (Petráň, 1993, p. 103) . University teachers, graduates and students should represent an intellectual elite, who will not settle for mediocrity, shallowness, plagiarism or unethical conduct. Whether or not they so desire, they serve as role models for others. They themselves demonstrate what it means to be human, what the meaning of human existence is.
Changes in the world and in higher education
University education followed these principles strictly until the mid-twentieth century. It fulfilled its original function-to emancipate and cultivate people through "knowledge" and provide them with the core values which the world and society are based upon. Since a university education was not available to everybody, it represented a temple destined for those who should lead and guide others. Graduates formed a highly privileged group who had a range of advantages and were immune as a group to the pressures of the labor market (Keller & Tvrdý, 2008, pp. 29-33) . Education strongly depended on values and stood on atemporal ideals (Malík, 2010) , and was provided through close interpersonal relationships. Education was seen as something valuable in itself. It represented a universal value and all the given attributes of the world were to be measured against it. In the two stages of industrialization and globalization that followed, the situation changed dramatically.
Industrialization, characterized by the onset of the more complex distribution of labor, modernization and metropolization, prioritized technical-organizational relationships over interpersonal ones. People no longer stand for themselves, but serve an external purpose-the needs of the state and its economic production. Education therefore becomes available to the masses and must be provided by the state. Education, and even the university, becomes instrumental. It is narrowed down to the institutional mediation of value-neutral information to prepare students primarily for their vocation and control of the world. In the era of economic growth and the expansion of the social state, the demand for education skyrocketed. The temple for the chosen ones became an elevator (Keller & Tvrdý, 2008, pp. 43-60 ) securing ascent to a higher social class. The democratization of public life created the idea that financial capital can be fully replaced by social, educational capital. Theories of an educational society emerged that held that mass education would lead to scientific planning and the management of society on every level, to its democratization, and to the end of chaotic market forces, and social inequalities, and thus securing permanent economic growth (Bell, 1973) .
Education in this era is governed by social demand rather than values. The state has become the evaluator. Education, as embodied in an intellectually and ethically developed personality, is no longer crucial to finding one's place in the state-structured occupational system. What becomes decisive is its symbolic representation-a degree. In a leveled society, such as a socialist one, a degree becomes the sole criterion for success regardless of the quality of the graduate's education or his/her actual skills. However, education and school are still valued, because they are a fundamental homogenizing and integrating force in society.
The democratization of social life has once again highlighted that the self-realizing human subject is self-sufficient, but also lonely, since owing to technologies the things that used to be possible can now only be achieved through direct social links. Education is perceived as a creation of original individuality, which is capable of governing itself. However, this high ideal is risky unless it is governed by human values rather than the market. The market in the globalized world is no longer governed by the state, but by greedy financial capital. In an endeavor to maximize profit, it transforms large safe corporations with many educated employees into a world of ever-changing networks, irregular employment contracts and temporary services for hire, which can be found cheaply anywhere in the world. There are theories emerging that suggest the society should consist of many sovereign individuals, that it should be a place where everybody should conduct business with their own educational capital and be responsible for their own failures even under difficult circumstances beyond their control. The philosophical idea of the individual creative selfrealization of humans who adhere to human values is thus being economically converted into an ideology of individualization for the needs of the market. The widespread accessibility of IT technologies has led to a situation where instead of schools having an integrating function in society, i.e. making decisions about how human beings will understand each other in the future, non-human actors are taking on this role.
The fact that people are dependent on the rapidly changing labor market is changing the role of education to one that offers an uncertain safety net against poverty. Education becomes a forced strategy that enables people to protect their current income and position. Education is starting to be governed by the demands of the globalizing economy. The need for lifelong re-qualification means that education has become a lucrative business, an opportunity to generate profit, which is what the financial elite is increasingly striving for. The rapid development of technologies means that knowledge quickly becomes outdated. This makes even academic education a disposable product whose value is degraded to a mere commodity and is measured in terms of its usefulness, price, provider rankings, market success rate and media feedback. Graduates are expected to jump at the employer's momentary request. Companies are proclaimed to be the most competent judges of education. Education quality measurement systems are sought according to the demands of economic development. The proclaimed criteria for judging the results of a student, or of the entire educational system, is primarily the skill set assuring economic success.
Businesses and the market ask for quick and cheap education for practical application where there is no need for an interpersonal relationship between the participants. What is desired is a swiftly applicable and easily interchangeable semi-education, instead of an education that fosters general knowledge and a large-minded character, as intended by those espousing the idea of an educated society (see Bell, 1973) . Education thus shifts from being an objective to being a mere tool where the cultural content is less and less important than the momentary applicability. According to Keller, "this new version of educated society does not actually care about the education itself, and cares even less about the society" (Keller & Tvrdý, 2008, p. 64) .
Universities in times of "meta-changes"
Even universities-institutions that should stand as intellectual strongholds and defend mankind and values everywhere-have succumbed to these economic pressures. At a time when higher education institutions are fusing together, when every higher education institution wants to be called a university even without the guarantee of university-style education-protecting the integrity of science and defending human values-the university is losing its own identity. The process started in Bologna does not help either, even though it largely restored one of the historical attributes of universities-the mobility of students and scientists throughout Europe, "traveling" to meet the great teachers of their time. Liessmann considers the current era to be the greatest threat ever to the idea of university in history. He believes the Bologna Process changes universities into specialized higher education institutions because under pressures from the economic sphere and to minimize education costs it forces them to provide short proto-scientific practice-oriented bachelor training (Liessmann, 2006) , during which it is harder to achieve critical thinking, acquire a scientific reputation or connect it to research. The principles of competitiveness and competition lead to assessment based on quantitative criteria, where it is not the greatness of the idea that matters, but where it was published; not what was discovered, but at what price.
Liessmann sees devastating denial of the university ideas in the quality assessment of science that is based on external funding, funding that is intentionally invested in priority areas and fields where worldwide market success and profit can be expected in near future and whose meaning is not the support of true scientific research, but planning of science according to the visions of the final targets (ibid). This is because free science should be able to take any direction, and performance should not be dictated only by immediate goals or economic interests. These are the very words of Pope John Paul II, the former head of an institution that fought against science for a long time (Gaudeamus, 1993, p. 92) . The worst thing is that instead of creative thinking, teaching preparation or true research, many scientists sacrifice excessive amounts of time and energy on extensive competition-like project literature, self-presentation and evaluation prose and futile bureaucracy. Liessmann thinks that the tragedy of universities is that they were supposed to be centers of scientific reflection on everything, but they decline to perform self-reflection. Nor were the systems of self-governance based on scientific grounds, but were adopted from the sector of management technologies (Liessmann, 2006) . Increasingly frequently we face the question of whether in the current postmodern era, or in the great decline as Fukuyama (2002) calls it, university education should still be based on historical traditions and the original principles behind university. Until recently education was seen as a fixed orderly structure which entitled one to be at the top of any institution or spiritual authority, because "knowing" meant being eligible to wield legitimate power to "act, control and change the state of things". It provided fixed orientation points that made the world seem understandable; it provided frameworks for progress and guaranteed the basis for a lifelong career. The university used to be a privileged, central place where values serving social integration were created. It was a place with the indubitable right to decide on the logic of education, the canons of the professional skill set and the hierarchy of human values.
However, in times of globalization all this is radically changing and universities have failed to notice the way in which the financial elite has taken control over science and technology. This was the same financial capital which states allowed to dictate their integration functions and creation of rules. The hierarchy of values is determined by media publicization. The guarantee of success is no longer knowledge, but rather the ability to flexibly change it. Instead of systematic and universal knowledge, which no longer guarantees either a career or a job, we now have flexible and cheaper employee training, together with self-education manuals offered by non-university mediums.
Now everyone has access to the Internet, where the latest scientific discoveries are available in a user-friendly, interactive, yet simplified and fragmented format and calls for continual flexibility to market needs are transforming society into a place where members practice non-stop, mostly practical self-education and where prestige is measured in terms of money rather than education, and the original status and intellectual authority of the university is under threat. The state is unwilling to subsidize higher education institutions, and relatively underfunded universities have to compete like a commodity in the education supermarket where their value is judged in terms of sales. Whether they realize it or not, they are at a crossroads and have to rethink their role in a world that is losing interest in the university's traditional services.
One possibility is to accept the new rules of the game and submit to the short term demands of a practice that is changing quickly. Intellectuals, collectively degraded by market competition, will become supporters of market standards in university life; they will give up on broader national education and the preservation of human values. They will thus also give up on the meaning of a university where knowledge is created, because specialized professional training usually comprises preparation for particular activities for which there is already ready-made knowledge and application manual. Another possibility (only available to wealthy states and universities) is to renounce deadlock competition, become immersed in the world of theory and accept their social unimportance. However, according to Baumann (2001) both possibilities mean surrendering to substantial "meta-change", where it is not only the world situation that is changing, but also the nature of the change itself.
In postmodernity there is a plurality and polyphony of communities with various needs who strive for higher education. It is a world where it is hard to forecast what expert knowledge will be desired tomorrow and what beliefs will need interpreting. Therefore, according to Baumann (2001) , only "non-monophonic" universities that are themselves internally heterogeneous will be able to hold on to various fields, keep various styles of thinking and discussion, varied methods and models of higher education, and have something valuable to offer to such a world. This means maintaining a true university education, as well as practice-orientated education, and their side-by-side variations, all integrated within a single institution. Universities can prepare one for life in a period of meta-change, if they manage to cultivate the ability to live with ambiguity and a diversity of standpoints while respecting differences and if they can sustain the ability to change frameworks, modify alternatives and accept responsibility for the consequences of their own choices. However, to do this some parts of the course at least would have to return to the original form of university education, in which general "exercise" of the mind came first, followed by the study of specific scientific fields overlapping with other sciences. Several countries which have started integrating universities or other higher education institutions have already understood that if we wish science and technology to keep their human dimension, and the humanities their vitality, they must be open to each other and associate, not dissociate.
In contrast to the current practice-orientation within higher education Bauman predicts education will become "an open-ended process". Education will focus more on staying openended than on achieving one particular education result. On one hand, this paradigmatic change in university education can be perceived as different from the "unum versum"-the nub of diversity under one roof where the latest innovation and the oldest tradition can together enjoy honor and respect. On the other hand, there is hope that universities might themselves influence future developments-Giddens' theory on the reflectivity of postmodernism explains how current social knowledge continually shapes social practices. The mass development of education has enabled a specific form of reflectivity to emerge that differs to that of the past, where social thinking and conduct mutually disrupt and influence each other. According to Giddens, today all forms of social life are partially formed by knowledge the participants have about them. Social knowledge constantly circulates "from" and "to" its relevant areas. There is no stable social world, because our knowledge of this world, i.e. social theory, contributes to its unstable, ever-changing character. This is what makes the social sciences unique; there is no such process in the natural sciences. We are aware of the future in theoretical possibilities of its development or in engaged movements, but it becomes part of the present, influencing our actions, i.e. how the future actually unfolds (Giddens, 1990) . This viewpoint limits diversity or postmodern changes and we can expect that the more diverse reality is, including academic reality, the more frequently we will be confronted with the question of what is constant, fundamental and permanently valuable. What will the desired alternative be to a humanity tired out by such diversity?
The answer will be provided primarily by universities which have not given up on their true nature and the university-style learning and education. These are the only institutions capable of offering a holistic trans-disciplinary detachment and unbiased understanding of the causes and consequences of social processes for man and human society. But in order for universities and in particular the social sciences to have the power to truly change social practice, university teachers would have to be fully engaged and responsible:
• For the subject of their reflections. Do they scientifically analyze important topics, even if these pose a personal risk, or just marginal, "safe" issues? • For the quality and convincingness of their reflections. Are they unbiased, systemic, as comprehensive as possible, based on thorough knowledge and understanding of phenomena? Are they based on proven philosophical and empirical grounds? Are they didactically presented in an understandable way with regard to the field and type of study?
• For the value dimension of their reflections. In the name of which values is the reflection performed? Towards which goals are they guiding others? What will be the practical consequences? • For self-reflection on their own research and conclusions. Are they betraying the nature of university thinking? Are the conclusions set in broader contexts? Is their knowledge reconstructed from the perspective of the whole or other sciences and scientific paradigms? • And finally, for their personal involvement in disseminating and publishing new knowledge, being aware of what they are promoting and how, be it within the educational process or among the lay public-using all available means including pro-education and pro-human fulfillment and control over the non-humans means integrating the world. Every university should generally perform socio-human self-reflection of itself as a university and on its influence over social practices. Only this way will it finally be able to solve the dilemma between a theoretical academic focus and being practiceorientated without detriment to its own graduates. Only then will it be able to say which of the educations it provides can truly be termed a university education and leads to the development of individuals capable of creating new knowledge, and which of them are too narrowly practice-oriented or one-sided and hinder the further professional development of graduates. And moreover, it will be able to say what kind of higher education institution it will become in the future, what its target audience will be and who will truly benefit from its scientific and educational activity.
